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Abstract 
There are lots of criticisms vis-à-vis postmethod which have received a great deal of attention in recent years by finding it more 
theoretical than practical. These criticisms inaugurate with the point that too much emphasis on postmethod methodology might 
cause a chaos in teaching particularly apropos novice teachers; among which Teacher’s over-responsibility, Teacher’s alibi, and 
Teacher’s one-sleeved straitjacket are discussed in this paper. To answer these criticisms this study historically, theoretically – 
and critically – delves into the concept of post method and proposes some solution, Teacher metamorphosis, Teacher education, 
and Teacher freedom, to justify the concept of postmethod.   
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1. History and theory  
Post method is one of the offspring of ‘globalization’ among the others such as postnational, postmodern, 
postcolonial, and post-transmission (Kumaravadivelu, 2012). It dates back to the idea of eclecticism or beyond 
method (Richards, 1990), which can be called the first criticism to the idea of method and the rigidity it posits. In 
two ground-breaking papers Pennycook (1989) and Prabhu (1990) attacked the arena of method. Pennycook 
expressed that the concept of method “reflects a particular view of the world and is articulated in the interests of 
unequal power relationships” (pp. 589–590), and that it “has diminished rather than enhanced our understanding of 
language teaching” (p. 597). Equally convincingly, Prabhu argued that there is no best method and that what really 
matters is the need for teachers to learn “to operate with some personal conceptualization of how their teaching leads 
to desired learning—with a notion of causation that has a measure of credibility for them” (p. 172). He called the 
 
 
* Corresponding author. Tel.: 00982133050782; fax: 09197204657. 
E-mail address: jabber.kamali@gmail.com 
© 2014 Jaber Kamali. Published by Elsevier Ltd. 
Selection and peer-review under responsibility of Urmia University, Iran.
Open access under CC BY-NC-ND license.
Open access under CC BY-NC-ND license.
825 Jaber Kamali /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  98 ( 2014 )  824 – 829 
resulting pedagogic intuition a teacher’s sense of plausibility or principled pragmatism. This doubt about the 
effectiveness of methods has been expressed by many other scholars among which Clarke (1983), Stern (1985), 
Nunan (1989), Richards (1990), and Jarvis (1991) are the most outstanding ones. 
 
However, the very first attempt to articulate the word postmethod is referenced to Kumaravadivelu (1994).In a key 
article, he argues post method comprises ten macrostrategies, which “are couched in imperative terms only to 
connote their operational character and not to convey any prescriptive quality” (Kumaravadivelu, 1994; p.32). The 
macrostrategies, according to Kumaravadivelu (2003) are as follows: “1. Maximize learning opportunities; 2. 
Minimize perceptual mismatches; 3. Facilitate negotiated interaction;4. Promote learner autonomy; 5. Foster 
language awareness; 6. Activate intuitive heuristics; 7. Contextualized linguistic input; 8. Integrate language skills; 
9.Ensure social relevance; 10. Raise cultural consciousness” (Kumaravadivelu, 2003; pp. 545-546). 
 
Its framework is shaped by three operating principles which are particularity, practicality, and possibility. 
Kumaravadivelu(2006) argued “particularity seeks to facilitate the advancement of a context-sensitive, location-
specific pedagogy that is based on a true understanding of local, linguistic, social, cultural, and political 
particularities (Kumaravadivelu, 2006; p.69) He went on to explain Practicality as a principle which “seeks to 
rupture the reified role relationship between theorizers and practitioners by enabling and encouraging teachers to 
theorize from their practice and to practice what they theorize” (Kumaravadivelu, 2006; p.69). And he added 
‘Possibility seeks to tap the sociopolitical consciousness that students bring with them to the classroom so that it can 
also function as a catalyst for identity formation and social transformation’ (Kumaravadivelu, 2006; p. 69). These 
three frameworks besides ten macrostrategies epitomize primary principled efforts to transcend the limitations of the 
concept of method.  
 
The other point that aided the advent of postmethod was the idea of colonialism or better still, decolonialism. The 
emergence of world Englishes with their amazing form, function and spread has been the result of what Kachruhas 
called nativization. Albeit Kumaravadivelu (2003) expressed that ‘nativization is a relatively simple process of 
indigenizing the phonological, syntactic and pragmatic aspects of the linguistic system’, he defined decolonization 
as ‘a fairly complex process of taking control of the principles and practices of planning, learning, and teaching 
English’.  He added to claim ownership of the English language learning enterprise, it is imperative to move from 
nativization to decolonization (Kumaravadivelu, 2003; p.540). The other term which lends support to the idea of 
postmethod was marginality. Kumaravadivelu, (2003) mentioned ‘in neocolonial present, as in the colonial past, 
methods are used to establish the native self as superior and the non-native other as inferior’. He added it has four 
inter-related dimensions namely scholastic, linguistic, cultural, and economic. He defined the scholastic dimension 
of method as ‘a construct of marginality relates to the ways in which western scholars have treated local 
knowledge(s)’. Linguistic dimension resulted in what Phillipson (1992) has called ‘the monolingual tenet’ which 
‘holds that the teaching of English as a foreign or second language should be entirely through the medium of 
English’ (p.185). According to this idea the vital reason behind speaking English in classroom is because native 
speaker teachers could not speak learners’ first language. Kumaravadivelu (2003) expressed that ‘monolingualism 
and cultural dimension which focuses on monoculturalism are aimed at benefiting the native speaker of English’. 
Phillipson’s ‘the native speaker fallacy’ (1992) indicates that monoculturalism traced back to a time when language 
teaching became indistinguishable from culture teaching and the impact is ‘to maintain relations of dominance by 
the center’ (Phillipson, 1992; p.195).In the words of Kumaravadivelu (2003) ‘economy is the engine that drives the 
ELT industry’ and ‘what constitutes to fuel the ELT economic engine is method as a construct of marginality with 
its monolingual tenet and native speaker tenet’. It is ostensible that English speaking countries do not want to lose 
the chance of exploiting this asset. To sum up, it is shown that the concept of method ‘reflects a particular view of 
the world and is articulated in the interests of unequal power relationship’ (Pennycook, 1989; pp.589-90). Therefore, 
decolonization means ‘a fundamental shift from the concept of method to the concept of postmethod’ 
(Kumaravadivelu, 1994). 
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2. Criticisms to postmethod 
The first and foremost problem postmethod encounters, is the one that Akbari (2008) stated which is ‘the 
postmethod is taking language teaching beyond the realms of possibility and practice’ (645). In effect, postmethod is 
more of a philosophy than practice. Of course, Kumaravadivelu (2005) is cognizant of the critics and refers to two 
sources of barriers that prevent postmethod pedagogy i.e. pedagogical barriers and ideological barriers (pp. 215-
223). They are evident in the words of Akbari (2008) who denotes ‘Pedagogical barriers deal with entrenched 
models of teacher education that rely on a transmission view of knowledge’ and it is the process of transferring ‘a 
set of predetermined, preselected, and pre-sequenced body of knowledge from the teacher educator to the 
prospective teacher’ (Kumaravadivelu, 2005, 216), and the ideological barrier is defined as a barrier which ‘refers 
to the politics of representation and what counts as valid knowledge’ (Akbari, 2008). He adds ‘through a process of 
marginalization and self-marginalization, teachers’ practical knowledge does not find the space and the scope to be 
regarded as visible, and consequently, fails to become part of the accepted knowledge of the discourse community’ 
(p. 645). Although Kumaravadivelu and Akbari stated these barriers for teacher education, they can be applied for 
any aspect of teaching. As a case in point, pedagogical barriers can be any attempt to apply ‘jug and mug’ 
(Scrivener, 1994)  model of language teaching and ideological barriers as Kamali et al. (2011) expressed deep-
rooted ideologies or beliefs like belief about teaching have direct effect on teacher’s practice. These two barriers 
impede prospective teachers to apply their own knowledge or ‘sense of plausibility’ to their own classrooms. 
However, this is not an end because teachers in most countries are like factory workers regarding work hours, the 
amount of effort they put into their work, and even salary which brings the concept of teacher over-responsibility. 
2.1. Teacher’s over-responsibility 
Like factory workers, teachers – language teachers –all over the world especially the third world countries like Iran 
are their own families’ bread winners and their crucial concern is meeting daily expectations of their family. 
Therefore, ‘the financial and occupational constraints they work within do not leave them with the time or the 
willingness to act as iconoclasts and social transformers’ (Akbari, 2008). To put in a nutshell, in postmethod, we 
need a metamorphosis of a teacher to a package of material developer, syllabus designer, examiner, iconoclast and 
the like- a jack of all trades-  which I call ‘teacher metamorphosis’ and how much is it possible, practical, and 
particular is a question with no clear-cut answer yet.  That is, is it fair to expect teachers who do not even receive 
enough salary as a teacher to do the job of all the others? This over-responsibility is the reason for most amateur 
teachers to vacate their profession. 
2.2. Teacher’s alibi 
To look through another lens, the second criticism lends support to the idea that teachers are not only victims of 
postmethod but they could exploit this idea as an alibi to compensate for lack of knowledge.  Kumaravadivelu 
explained macrostrategies as ‘theory neutral as well as method neutral’ and went further to mention that ‘theory 
neutral does not mean atheoretical; theory neutral means that the framework is not constrained by the underlying 
assumptions of any one specific theory of language, learning, and teaching’. However, when comes to practice it 
becomes atheoretical. Fuller (1970) described teacher professional growth in three stages. Stage 1 emphasizes the 
self, stage 2 emphasizes classroom control and management and Stage 3 that teachers develop the required 
confidence to dispense with classroom popularity issues and begin to concentrate on ways to improve students’ 
learning outcomes. In the journey of first to the third stage lots of time is spent on the first two stages and not all 
teachers get to the last stage. On the other hand, Kumaravadivelu (2012) posits three kinds of knowledge for a 
language teacher i.e. professional, procedural, and personal. Professional knowledge consists of knowledge about 
language, knowledge about language learning, and knowledge about language teaching. Procedural knowledge is, in 
effect, classroom management which is comprised of two important aspects namely talk management and topic 
management. And finally personal knowledge is what van Manen (1977) called ‘teacher’s sense-making’, Prabhu 
(1990) ‘sense of plausibility’, Hargreaves (1994) ‘ethics of practicality’, Freeman (1996) ‘conception of practice’, 
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and Woods (1996) ‘beliefs and assumptions’. To be an expert teacher, one needs to acquire all kinds of knowledge. 
Hence, how can we expect non-expert teachers to use their not-acquired knowledge and guide their learners in the 
stages of learning? To my own knowledge, most teachers who even do not know what postmethod is and what it 
says use the term postmethod to justify what wrong they have done in their classroom and are pleased with 
themselves to be able to use a term which sounds scientific but in this sense it is more of an alibi than panacea. 
Therefore, the term postmethod is atheoretical because there is no rational in its usage. 
2.3. Teacher’s one-sleeved straitjacket 
The motto of Kumaravadivelu (1994) in post method was ‘an alternative to method rather than an alternative 
method’. Very enticing as it seems at the first glance, it is more of a word than action. The macrostrategies which 
are mentioned in postmethodbring about more restriction in teaching practice rather than freedom. That is true that it 
does not provide method’s restriction or straightjacket, however, it is a kind of ‘one-sleeved straightjacket’ in a way 
it does not provide total freedom for teachers. Having studied macrostrategies, one can find lots of method-like 
limitations it provides for teachers. The imperatives like ‘facilitate negotiated interaction, foster language awareness, 
and integrate language skills…’ are in complete contradiction with the nature of postmethod which is ‘an alternative 
to method’. Are they not ingredients of an alternative method per se? 
3. Solutions and conclusions  
It is obvious that postmethod was supposed to be the remedy for the problems of methodologia (Waters, 2009); 
nonetheless, ‘any educational reform, teachers and teacher education constitute pivotal change agents’ 
(Kumaravadivelu, 2001). Thus, as Kumaravadivelu (2001) argues postmethod needs postmethod learners, teachers, 
and teacher educators. As he disputes ‘the postmethod learner is an autonomous learner’ (p. 545). He adds ‘the 
postmethod teacher …. is an autonomous individual (p. 548) and finally ‘teacher educators perceive their role to be 
one of engineering the classroom teaching of student teachers, offering them suggestions on the best way to teach, 
modeling appropriate teaching behaviors for them, and evaluating their mastery of discrete pedagogic behaviors’ (p. 
552). In recent years a good deal of attention has been paid to problematizing postmethod by lots of researchers 
among whom Kumaravadivelu (2001) and Akbari (2008) can be named. Kumaravadivelu (2001) claims some 
problems in the form of question such as:   
If a meaningful postmethod pedagogy requires a holistic interpretation of pedagogic particularities, how can 
appropriate interpretative strategies be identified and made available to postmethod practitioners?If pedagogic 
particularity is at once a goal and a process, in what ways can postmethod practitioners be helped to monitor what 
they do in the classroom and how it affects learning outcomes?... (See Kumaravadivelu, 2001) 
 
To solve these problems lots of solutions have been suggested (Kumaravadivelu, 2001; Akbari 2008). The 
one I outline in this paper is reframing postmethod from teacher’s perspective to resolve some misunderstandings 
proposed in this paper. 
3.1. Teacher metamorphosis 
Firstly, teacher metamorphosis can be more of a plus than a minus so that changing a teacher to a jack of all trades – 
package of material developer, syllabus designer, examiner, iconoclast and the like –can be an asset. However, it 
needs some expectations to be met namely salary, responsibility, trust, and respect. As Brown states ‘at the heart of 
all thought and meaning and action is emotion’ (Brown, 1994; p. 61).  Notwithstanding in today’s life money plays 
an important role, emotion can play a miraculous role. Making teachers responsible for what they do, trusting them 
for the decisions they make, and respecting their opinions are the panacea by which postmethod can survive. 
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3.2. Teacher education 
For answering the problem claimed as teacher’s alibi it is fathomable through teacher education and development. 
Kumaravadivelu (2012) offers a five-step modular model for teacher education which is called KARDS – Knowing, 
Analyzing, Recognizing, Doing, and Seeing – each composed of different components. (Figure 1) 
    
Figure 1. Modular model for teacher education (Kumaravadivelu, 2012 p.125) 
Considering this modular model, the authority can assure that a teacher does not make an alibi for his lack 
of knowledge because there is no lack of knowledge. The practice comes from the pure theory and vice versa; the 
dichotomy that lies at the heart of postmethod which encourages teachers to ‘theorize from the practice and practice 
what they theorize’ (Kumaravadivelu, 1999). Teachers’ theory that is to say ‘action research’ (AR) has attracted 
considerable attention from researchers (Crookes, 1993; Wallace, 1998; Edge, 2001; Hadley, 2003; Dufficy, 2004; 
Kitchen &Jeurissen, 2004; Sayer, 2005) by which it is hard to deny AR’s prominence. Therefore, by encouraging 
teachers to improve their knowledge-professional, procedural, and personal- and to listen to their voice one can be 
sure that pure knowledge is the source that practice springs from.   
3.3. Teacher freedom 
Lastly, the notion of teacher’s one-sleeved straightjacket is the one whose answer needs looking through 
cultural lens. Kumaravadivelu (2001) believes language pedagogy ‘must be sensitive to a particular group of 
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teachers teaching a particular group of learners pursuing a particular set of goals within a particular institutional 
context embedded in a particular sociocultural milieu’(Kumaravadivelu, 2001;p.538). Having studied the definition 
it is crystal clear that any milieu, any learner, and any teacher have specific needs and giving freedom to the 
‘postmethod teacher’ to choose the way of teaching is a key to success. ‘Teacher Freedom’ is letting a postmethod 
teacher exploit his or her professional, procedural, and personal knowledge per se and jettison macrostrategies 
which I call teacher’s one-sleeved straightjacket. 
 
To sum up, teacher metamorphosis, teacher education, and teacher freedom are three key words that the 
survival of postmethod in the era of post postmethod – inwhich postmethod is in the exposure of criticisms – isat 
their hands.  
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